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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS,  

WESTERN DIVISION 
 
LAJIM, LLC, an Illinois Limited Liability 
Company, PRAIRIE RIDGE GOLF 
COURSE, LLC, an Illinois Limited Liability 
Company, LOWELL BEGGS, and MARTHA 
KAI CONWAY, 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

v. 
 

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, a New 
York Corporation, 
 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Case No.: 13-CV-50348 
 
Judge Iain D. Johnston 

 
 
 

AFFIDAVIT OF KONRAD J. BANASZAK, PH.D. 
 

I, Konrad J. Banaszak, Ph.D., state as follows: 
 
1. I am a hydrogeologist with over 40 years of professional experience.  Throughout my 
career, I have directed and participated in hundreds of investigations of subsurface contamination 
caused by the release of chemicals, including chlorinated industrial solvents, which are the 
chemicals released at the former GE plant in Morrison, Illinois.  I have worked on both sides of 
environmental matters, for those who have caused contamination as well as for those who have 
been affected by contamination caused by others.  I have worked in several capacities: as a 
government scientist, as a professor of hydrogeology, and as a consultant to businesses, large and 
small, and to individuals. 
 
2. I have been disclosed in this lawsuit as an expert witness and have offered opinions on 
the topics of hydrogeology, vapor intrusion, and the investigation of and response to 
environmental contamination.  My resume is attached hereto as Exhibit A.   

 
3. I have reviewed the reports, data, correspondence, and other documents in the Illinois 
EPA’s file concerning the GE chlorinated solvent contamination matter in Morrison, Illinois.   

 
4. In this litigation, I have prepared an expert report and a rebuttal expert report, and I been 
deposed.  These materials have been submitted to the Court as follows: 

 
• Expert Report of Konrad J. Banaszak (Dkt. 40-1 through 40-5, Plaintiffs’ Doc. 

10) 
• Rebuttal Expert Report of Konrad J. Banaszak (Dkt. 68-8, Plaintiffs’ Doc. 61) 
• Deposition of Konrad J. Banaszak (Dkt. 68-6, Plaintiffs’ Doc. 59). 
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5. I have reviewed the expert report and deposition transcript of GE’s expert Peter Vagt.  
These materials have been submitted to the Court as follows: 
 

• Expert Report of Peter Vagt (Dkt.45-1 through 45-3, Plaintiffs’ Doc. 49) 
• Deposition of Peter Vagt (Dkt. 68-3, Plaintiffs’ Doc. 56). 

 
6. I have reviewed the expert report and deposition transcript of GE’s expert Nadine 
Weinberg.  These materials have been submitted to the Court as follows: 
 

• Expert Report of Nadine Weinberg (Dtk. 46-1, Plaintiffs’ Doc. 50) 
• Deposition of Nadine Weinberg (Dkt. 68-9, Plaintiffs’ Doc. 62). 

 
7. I have reviewed the affidavit of Peter Vagt, dated April 7, 2016, recently submitted to the 
Court (Dkt. 117-1). 
 
8. After the completion of my expert reports and deposition, there was some additional 
reporting and correspondence between GE and the Illinois EPA.  I have reviewed GE’s Remedial 
Objectives Report (ROR) dated June 18, 2015.  This report is attached to my affidavit as Exhibit 
B.  GE’s ROR proposed no active remediation and relied on the presumed continuity of existing 
land use.  GE’s ROR also relies on the incorrect assumption that the site investigation is 
complete.  I have also reviewed the Illinois EPA’s response letter commenting on the ROR dated 
February 10, 2016, attached to my affidavit as Exhibit C.  I have further reviewed GE’s 
responses to the Illinois EPA’s comments dated March 15, 2016, attached to my affidavit as 
Exhibit D. 
 
9. In preparation of this affidavit, I also reviewed once again the following historical 
correspondence: 
 

• IEPA Letter dated May 24, 2002 (Dkt. 43-4, Plaintiffs’ Doc. 34) 
• GE Response to Comments Letter (authored by Harrington Engineering) dated 

Oct. 11, 2002 (Dkt. 43-6, Plaintiffs’ Doc. 36) 
• IEPA Letter dated July 19, 2004 (Dkt. 43-7, Plaintiffs’ Doc. 37) 
• IEPA Email dated Jan. 8, 2014 (Dkt. 68-1, Plaintiffs’ Doc. 54) 
• IEPA Letter dated Mar. 18, 2015 (Dkt. 68-5, Plaintiffs’ Doc. 58). 

 
10. In consideration of everything described above, I conclude that GE has not proposed to 
the Illinois EPA that GE perform, and the Illinois EPA has not demanded of GE that GE 
perform, the actions necessary to appropriately investigate, respond to, and abate an imminent 
and substantial endangerment to human health and the environment.   

 
11. Each of the thirteen specific requests for injunctive relief sought in an injunctive order by 
Plaintiffs is necessary to appropriately investigate, respond to, and abate an imminent and 
substantial endangerment to human health and the environment on Plaintiffs’ properties.  The 
rationale, basis, and support for each of these thirteen actions have in one form or another 
already been presented to the Court via my expert report, my rebuttal expert report, and my 
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deposition.  Additional support for why I believe that GE should be ordered to perform these 
thirteen actions is presented below: 

 
(1) the installation of appropriate soil borings and monitoring wells in the area of GE’s 
degreasers (in bedrock), and determine the mass and lateral and vertical extent of Dense Non-
Aqueous Phase Liquid (“DNAPL”) and free phase chlorinated solvents present at the GE facility 
 
This needs to be ordered because the concentrations of chlorinated solvents found in 
groundwater downgradient of the GE facility, where the degreasers were located, is strongly 
indicative of the presence of DNAPL, and the presence of DNAPL would provide for the 
continued release of chlorinated solvents to the groundwater which flows beneath the 
neighborhood and the Prairie Ridge Golf Course south of the plant.  These conditions make it 
necessary to find if there is DNAPL present, especially in the upper bedrock.  GE has declined to 
do this work under the plant building, because says GE, the Geoprobe drilling methods used by 
GE’s environmental consultant for the on-site investigation would not penetrate the bedrock.  
However, there are more robust drilling methods that could be used that penetrate the bedrock.  
The IEPA raised the issue of the need for GE to do a proper investigation for DNAPL all the way 
back in 2002, but to date a proper DNAPL investigation in the source area still has not been 
performed.   At present, GE is not proposing such an investigation, and the IEPA is not requiring 
it.  A proper DNAPL investigation can be done, and it needs to be done.   
 
(2) the installation of recovery wells and ground water flow technology designed to prevent 
further migration of contamination from the GE facility to the City of Morrison and to Plaintiffs’ 
properties 
 
The installation and operation of recovery wells could contain the chlorinated solvents to the GE 
property and prevent the continued release of those chemicals to underneath the neighborhood 
and the Prairie Ridge Golf Course south of the GE plant.  The IEPA had asked GE to install 
active remediation on the plant property back in 2002 and 2004.  However, no active remediation 
has been performed at the degreaser sources, and the contamination continues to flow from the 
source areas to underneath the neighborhood and the Prairie Ridge Golf Course.  At present, GE 
is not proposing to do anything that actually stops or restricts the continued migration of 
contamination from the GE plant property, and the IEPA is not demanding GE do so either.  
While installing a system preventing new incursion of contaminated groundwater to the areas to 
the south of the GE plant would go a long way to reducing the risk of GE’s contamination, for 
the reasons below it is still not enough.  First, as I discussed in my expert reports and deposition, 
the actual total extent of the contamination is presently unknown.  That fact means that a system 
to stop or restrict the continued migration of contamination cannot be fully designed on the basis 
of present knowledge.  Second, the operation of the system would require a plan to monitor the 
system’s performance and to react in case of failure, which failure would result in the further 
incursion of contaminated groundwater.  Third, even with a system to stop or restrict the 
migration of contamination, contamination would nevertheless be left behind south of that 
system, and that contamination still has an undetermined magnitude and extent, but it is clearly 
persistent.   
 
 

Case: 3:13-cv-50348 Document #: 121-1 Filed: 04/22/16 Page 4 of 94 PageID #:8774



Affidavit of Konrad J. Banaszak  13-CV-50348 
 
 

4 

(3) determine the horizontal and vertical extent of groundwater contamination emanating from 
the GE facility and migrating off site 
 
The extent of the contamination both horizontally and vertically needs to be found and defined in 
order to develop a competent plan to remediate the contamination and control exposure to 
contaminated groundwater.  It clearly is fundamental to the cleanup because you cannot clean 
what you do not know is dirty.   
 
GE overstates the extent to which the IEPA buys into GE’s incorrect Rock Creek groundwater 
divide theory.  Clearly if the IEPA believed with certainty that Rock Creek was a divide, then the 
IEPA would not be requiring that GE keep monitoring wells on the south side of Rock Creek for 
future sampling.  The IEPA seems to know this is an issue but it has not required GE to further 
investigate this issue.  GE seems to want to avoid the ramifications of having to deal with the 
fact that Rock Creek is not the boundary to its contamination that it has always said it was.  It is 
obvious that Rock Creek is not a divide, because TCE was found in the south supply well.  Even 
Peter Vagt acknowledges that the TCE in the south supply well came from the GE plant.   
 
There are also some relatively deep monitoring wells with significant contamination a long way 
from the plant, and there have not been deeper monitoring wells installed at those locations that 
were found to be clean.  Particularly, the vertical extent of contamination at monitoring wells 
MW-7 and MW-8 has not been defined by deeper clean wells at those locations.  Another 
example of the lack of vertical definition is well MW-1D where contamination is found at a 
depth of 269 feet, and no investigation has been completed deeper at this location. 
 
GE suggests that the nested wells installed by MWH on the south side of Rock Creek (MW-11, 
MW-12, and MW-13) complete the investigation.  That is most certainly not the case. 
 
The IEPA recognizes as a general matter that the total extent of groundwater contamination must 
be defined, but yet with significant gaps in defining the vertical and horizontal extent of 
contamination at this site, GE is not proposing more investigation and the IEPA is not requiring 
it.  The horizontal and vertical extent of contamination must be defined. 
 
(4) implement an immediate, interim remedial plan to remove hot spots of contamination (to 
residential concentrations) identified at the GE facility and in the City of Morrison and at 
Plaintiffs’ properties 
 
 “Hot spot” cleanup is a fundamental function to prevent the continued release of contaminants 
to the groundwater.  Any DNAPL “hot spot” is especially important because of the length of 
time that such a “hot spot” will act as a source of continuing release from the plant to the 
neighborhood to the south and the Prairie Ridge Golf Course.  There is no indication that the 
IEPA is demanding “hot spot” removal at the GE plant or in areas south of the GE plant, but it 
needs to be done.  
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(5) investigate the third degreaser reportedly in Building 14 
 
There could be a source, perhaps even a DNAPL source, at this completely uninvestigated 
degreaser.  It needs to be understood if this area is a contributor to the groundwater 
contamination plume and if so, what is the extent and magnitude of solvent contamination 
emanating from this area.  GE’s position that the sampling south of Building 14 is adequate to 
address this question is just not credible.  Source areas need to be investigated, and this area is no 
different.  There could be DNAPL at this location, or significant contamination that should be 
removed or remediated, to shut down a source continuing to feed the plume.  At present, GE is 
not proposing any sampling at the former degreaser reportedly in Building 14, and the IEPA is 
not demanding GE do it.  It needs to be done. 
 
(6) install deeper wells near MW-7 and MW-8 in order to properly investigate the conditions at 
Rock Creek  
 
As explained in item 3 above, deeper wells near MW-7 and MW-8 should be installed to define 
the vertical extent of contamination.  These two wells are approximately 100 feet deep and TCE 
has been found in them at concentrations of hundreds and thousands of parts per billion.  The 
present groundwater flow conditions at greater depths needs to be further defined to see how 
deep the contamination is in the area beneath Rock Creek.  Deeper wells at this location are also 
critical to understanding the hydrogeology, particularly the vertical and horizontal gradient at 
depth below Rock Creek, which is critical to understanding the way in which contamination is 
flowing under Rock Creek and where the contamination is going.  GE is not proposing to do the 
work necessary to fill this significant data gap, which is fundamental to a proper hydrogeologic 
characterization and definition of the extent of contamination.  Nor is the IEPA requiring or 
demanding that GE do so.  This work is essential and needs to be performed. 
 
(7) determine whether Rock Creek is a groundwater divide given the presence of contamination 
discovered south of Rock Creek 
 
The occurrence of TCE contamination in the south supply well which taps the bedrock below the 
elevation of the bottom of the valley fill at its maximum thickness is not explained.  The south 
supply well is 800 feet south of Rock Creek, and it stands to reason that Rock Creek is not or 
was not a divide of the type where all of the groundwater, including deeper groundwater, flowed 
into the creek from both banks.  The idea that the present conditions are the historical conditions 
is not justified as contaminated groundwater at the GE plant has a long history.  The groundwater 
conditions of today may not be the conditions in the past.  Data reported by GE’s environmental 
consultants in the past show that Rock Creek lost water to the groundwater.  The primary 
contamination migration route may be in the shallow bedrock above the Maquoketa Shale.  This 
migration route has not been adequately studied.  The nested wells installed by GE south of Rock 
Creek are not in the correct locations to answer the question of why TCE was found in the south 
supply well located so far to the south of Rock Creek.  Work that should be performed to answer 
the important question of how TCE got into the south supply well includes: (a) installing deeper 
wells at locations MW-7 and MW-8 as proposed above, (b) installing new shallow bedrock wells 
along a line from the GE Facility to the south supply well with at least one being near Rock 
Creek, (c) installing new monitoring wells at different depths south of Rock Creek, but closer to 
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Rock Creek than nested wells MW-11, MW-12, and MW-13, (d) additional sampling of the 
south supply well, and (e) pump testing of the south supply well to understand its hydraulic 
influence vertically and horizontally. 
 
(8) perform an investigation to properly characterize the groundwater quality south of the golf 
course, between the south well and Rock Creek 
 
The very likely route for chlorinated solvents from the GE Facility to the south is along a more 
direct path, and perhaps even in the bedrock.  GE has apparently discounted that this route could 
be the path that the chlorinated solvents took from the source at the GE plant to the south supply 
well.  The nature and extent of contamination is not defined by nested wells MW-11, MW-12, 
and MW-13, as the presence of contamination in the south supply well remains unexplained.  
Even the IEPA recognized recently that wells MW-11, MW-12, and MW-13 would leave an area 
of undefined nature and extent between Rock Creek and those wells, but then the IEPA never 
followed up on its expressed concern.  The IEPA is not requiring a proper characterization of the 
hydrogeology and the nature and extent of contamination on the south side of Rock Creek, nor is 
the IEPA requiring the development of an explanation for the presence of contamination in the 
south supply well.  GE is not proposing to do anything either.  This work must be done.   
 
(9) determine the source of contamination that is present in the south supply well at the golf 
course 
 
The finding of TCE in the south supply well tells us that there must be a source for it.  The most 
likely source is the GE plant.  Even GE’s expert acknowledges this.  No other source has been 
identified.  The concentration of TCE detected in the south irrigation well was below the MCL, 
but it stands to reason that higher concentrations of TCE are then nearby, upgradient from the 
well.  Logically, with TCE detected in recent years at 4,800 ppb in MW-8 at Rock Creek, and 
TCE being below the 5 parts per billion MCL at the south supply well, there is likely 
groundwater with TCE concentrations between those two numbers in the area and depths in 
between.  GE takes the position that data from its monitoring wells MW-11, MW-12, and MW-
13 adequately address this issue.  It does not.  If this issue was resolved to the IEPA’s 
satisfaction, the IEPA would not be requiring these wells to remain in place for possible future 
sampling.  The work described in response 7 above is essential to definitively explaining the 
TCE found in the south supply well. 
 
(10) investigate the shale conditions GE reports as a vertical barrier, but where contamination 
has been discovered beneath the shale, and effectively define the vertical extent of contamination 
in that area 
 
This investigation is needed because there is not an adequate explanation of the amounts of 
contamination being found in the bedrock aquifer below the shale years and decades after what 
GE characterized as the only conduits to the deep aquifer being closed.  City Well #1 continued 
to have TCE in it up until it was closed just recently.  GE’s explanation of the historical “holes” 
in the Maquoketa shale associated with now-closed deep wells is insufficiently developed.  The 
work of the USGS – a neutral agency that studied the geology of the Maquoketa shale not for 
this site in particular but in furtherance of its general mission of studying and reporting the 
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hydrogeology – clearly showed that what GE calls the barrier shale (the Maquoketa) actually 
transmits water downward, from the shallow contaminated groundwater to the deeper aquifer 
below the shale.  The production of water from the zones beneath the so-called barrier shale is a 
possible cause of this downward transmission.  The IEPA has not demonstrated that it 
understands the vertical migration of chlorinated solvents into the shale.  The IEPA is not 
requiring that GE further investigate or study this issue.  To characterize the nature and extent of 
contamination and develop a plan for remediating and controlling that contamination, it is 
necessary to characterize and understand the behavior of the shale and investigate and address 
the contamination that may be passing through the shale and that has already passed through the 
shale into the aquifer below.  Installing deep wells into the shale is a necessary step to answer the 
questions that need to be answered.  
 
(11) implement long-term vapor intrusion monitoring and immediately implement active vapor 
remediation where needed (also addressed by Illinois EPA as inadequate) 
 
Clearly, contamination continues to migrate from the plant to underneath the residential 
neighborhood and the golf course clubhouse.  Given that situation, ongoing vapor intrusion 
monitoring is needed.  At the clubhouse, the TCE concentrations in soil gas have actually been 
rising over the past few years.  The conditions are not static, and ongoing monitoring with a 
continuing evaluation of whether contamination levels observed pose a risk is needed.  With the 
extreme levels of contamination at and coming from the plant, GE is not proposing any more 
vapor intrusion testing, and the IEPA is not demanding it.  Yet this work is essential under these 
circumstances.   
 
(12) investigate the source of 1,2 Dichloroethane discovered in the home of Plaintiffs, Lowell 
and Kai, and the long term risk of exposure, and immediately implement active vapor 
remediation at that residence 
 
The compound 1,2-Dichloroethane (1,2-DCA) has been discovered in the house of Lowell Beggs 
and Kai Conway.  Several autochthonous sources have been hypothesized by GE but not found 
in the house.  1,2-DCA has been found in the groundwater not far from the house.  This conflict 
between the subslab data and the source data needs to be resolved.  The IEPA has not demanded 
that GE prove up its 1,2-DCA theory with reliable data, and GE is satisfied with ending its 
inquiry in what is essentially still the unproven theory stage.    
 
(13)  promptly remove and treat all contamination in the source areas determined above – in 
order to abate the imminent and substantial danger associated with the contamination migrating 
from the GE facility and all consistent a RCRA Corrective Action Plan. 
 
The way to prevent the continued release of contaminants to the Prairie Ridge Golf Course is to 
remove sources of release.  This activity also will shorten the time for completion of remediation 
of the contaminants associated with the sources.  It is the case that there is not yet a method 
proposed by GE that will remediate the contamination at and emanating from its plant, and so at 
a minimum, the removal of source areas is a necessary operation at this point in time to at least 
insure that the problem will last the shortest amount of time possible and reach the lowest 
achievable concentrations downgradient from the sources.  GE has not even fully characterized 
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the sources by doing such things as drilling deeper borings and looking for DNAPL at the former 
degreaser locations in the main building, or by doing any testing at the third degreaser in 
Building 14. And thus GE has certainly not removed contamination from these source areas. 
GE is not proposing do so, and the IEPA is not demanding it. It must be done. 

12. For all ofthe reasons described in the paragraphs above, and as further supported by my 
expert report, my rebuttal expert report, and my deposition, it is my opinion that GE has not 
taken and is not taking, and the IEP A has not required and is not requiring, GE to take the 
actions necessary to appropriately investigate, respond to, and abate an imminent and substantial 
endangerment to human health and the environment. GE should be ordered to perform the 
thirteen actions described above. 

I swear under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO 
Before me on this \{,....day of April, 2016 

~~~ 
Notary Pubhc 

8 

KATHY JO COHEN 
Notary Public, State of Indiana 

Marion County 
My Commission Expires 

2024 
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March 15, 2016 

Mr. Joseph Dombrowski 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
Bureau of Land, Remedial Project Management Section 
1021 North Grand Avenue East 
PO Box 19276 
Springfield, IL 62794-9276 
One paper copy, one electronic copy via email 

Re: Response to IEPA Comments, February 10, 2016 
Remediation Objectives Report 
Consent Order No. 04 CH 28 
GE facility, 709 West Wall St., Morrison, IL 

Dear Mr. Dombrowski: 

Lewis S. Streeter 
Senior Project Monoger 

GE 
Globol Operations - Remediation 
319 Great Oaks Blvd. 
Albany, NY 12203 

T 518 862 2712 
F 518 862 2731 
Lewis.Streeter@ge.com 

The General Electric Company (GE) is submitting the attached responses to Illinois Environmental 
Protection Agency [IEPA) comments on the Remediation Objectives Report [ROR). The ROR was 
submitted to IEPA in June 2015 and comments were provided to GE in a letter dated February 10, 
2016; received by GE on February 16, 2016. As you know, two of the comments [No. 7 and No. 9). 
requested collection of additional data. If IEPA concurs with the proposed approach to collecting 
this data, as discussed in the response to those comments, the data will be included in a revised 
ROR. Additional revisions to the ROR are also summarized in the attached responses. 

Please contact me with any questions or comments, or if you need any additional information. 

Sincerely, 

Lewis S. Streeter 
Senior Project Manager 

LSS/bg 

Attachment: Response to IEPA Comments dated February 10, 2016. Prepared by MWH, March 15, 
2016 

Corporate Environmental Programs 
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March 2016 
Page 2 

cc: 

Division of Legal Counsel 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
9511 West Harrison 
Des Plaines, IL 60016-1563 
C/0: Joseph Dombrowski 
One paper copy 

Gerald T. Karr 
Senior Assistant Attorney General 
Environmental Bureau 
Office of Attorney General 
69 West Washington Street Suite 1800 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 
One paper copy 

Michelle 
Office of Community Relations 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency 
1021 North Grand Avenue East 
PO Box 19276 
Springfield, IL 62794 
One paper copy 

Kirk MacFanane 
The General 
640 Freedom Center Dr., 2nd Floor 
King of Prussia, PA 19406-1332 
Electronic copy via email 

David Powers 
MWH Americas, Inc. 
175 W. Jackson Blvd, Suite 1900 
Chicago, IL 60604-2814 
Electronic copy via email 

Nadine Weinberg 
Environmental Resources Management (ERM) 
One Beacon Street 
Boston, MA 02108 
Electronic copy via email 
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(® MWH 
BUILDING A BETTER ORLD 

March 15, 2016 

Mr. Lewis Streeter 
General Electric Company 
319 Great Oaks Boulevard 
Albany, New York 12203 

ELECTRONIC DELIVERY 
(via Lewis.Streeter@ge.com) 

Subject: GE Morrison Facility - Response IEPA Comments dated February 10, 2016 
Remediation Objectives Report 
Consent Order No. 04 CH 28 
709 West Wall Street, Morrison, Illinois 

Dear Mr. Streeter: 

MWH Americas, Inc. (MWH) has prepared the following responses to Illinois Environmental 
Protection Agency (IEPA) comments on the Remediation Objectives Report (ROR) prepared by 
MWH and received by the IEPA on June 19, 2015. The ROR also contained responses to three 
IEPA comments on the Focused Site Investigation (FSI) Addendum Report (MWH, 2015) which 
was conditionally approved by the IEPA in a letter written March 18, 2015. The following 
comments were provided to the General Electric Company (GE) in a letter written February 10, 
2016 and received by GE on February 16, 2016. 

IEPA Comment #1: Pg. 2-1. The GE response to Comment 1 cannot be conditioned upon 
obtaining continuing permission from the current landowner. These well nests must 
remain installed in the event that additional information is required to further verify the 
groundwater flow regime and/or additional sampling of these wells is required. 

Response to IEPA Comment #1: The response will be revised as follows "The monitoring wells 
installed south of Rock Creek will be included as part of the monitoring well network. These wells 
will be maintained as long as data is required from them." 

IEPA Comment #2: Pg. 2-1. The GE response to Comment 1) a) is acceptable to Illinois 
EPA. 

Response to IEPA Comment #2: Comment noted. 

350 N. Orleans Street 
Suile 1301 
Chicago , IL 60654 

TEL 312-831-3000 
FAX 312-831 -3999 
www.mwhglobal.c;.om 
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Response to IEPA Comments 
GE Morrison Facility 
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March 15, 2016 

IEPA Comment #3: Pg. 2-1 and 2-2. The GE response to Comment 1) b) does not clearly 
demonstrate that land use on 100% of the golf course will not change. The GE response 
indicated most of the golf course is located within the 100-year flood plain. This wording 
appears to leave a portion of the golf course susceptible to a change in land use. No land 
use restriction or covenant is in effect which would prevent redevelopment of the golf 
course into an alternate land use (e.g., residential). The Illinois EPA again questions what 
steps will be taken to certify that land use at the golf course property will remain 
consistent with the current land use and/or what steps will be taken to evaluate the 
indoor inhalation exposure route if the land use changes in the future. 

Response to IEPA Comment #3: As noted in the ROR, there are no known plans for 
redevelopment of the Golf Course into an alternate land use. For most of the Golf Course 
property, change of the current use is not reasonably anticipated given that most of the course is 
located within the 100-year flood plain area as delineated by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. The attached Figure 1 shows the extent of 100-year flood plain overlaid 
across the Golf Course property along with wetlands identified in the National Wetland 
Inventory. As shown on the attached figure, 85% of the Golf Course property north of Rock 
Creek is located within the 100-year flood plain. Both the City of Morrison and Whiteside County 
ordinances impose significant requirements (i.e., raising elevation of the lowest living space 
above the 100-year elevation) on any construction within the 100-year flood plain that would 
make any residential use cost prohibitive in the Morrison area. In addition, there are significant 
wetland areas on the property (Figure 1) that also make a change of use highly unlikely. Any 
change in land use (e.g., a residential development) now or in the future would require approval 
for the filling of a large area of wetlands (27 acres). Approval of the filling of such acreage is 
unlikely and would require significant and costly wetlands mitigation (e.g., 2 to 1 mitigation). 

There is only a small area of the Golf Course downgradient of the GE plant that is outside of the 
100-year flood plain area and north of Rock Creek. That area has been evaluated in the 
previous vapor intrusion assessment and the indoor inhalation exposure was found to be 
incomplete. conducted an assessment of the off-site residential properties and the Golf 
Course clubhouse located to the southwest of the plant. As presented in the Tier 3 Vapor 
Intrusion Evaluation, concentrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in shallow 
groundwater and soil gas downgradient of the plant are low. The only property where soil gas 
was observed above Tier 1 Remediation Objectives (ROs) was 304 Oak Street1; however 
concentrations of VOCs in indoor air were below the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) Regional Screening Levels (RSLs). Nonetheless, an active sub-slab 
depressurization system (SSDS) prevents VOC impacts from reaching indoor air at 304 Oak 
Street. For the remaining residential properties other than 304 Oak Street, Site-related 
compounds of concern (COCs) were either not detected or were detected at concentrations 
several orders of magnitude below the soil gas ROs. Additionally, indoor air sampling data 
indicate that migration of site-related VOCs to indoor air is either not occurring or is not leading 
to exceedances of residential indoor air ROs. For the Golf Course clubhouse property, no Site-

1 As noted in the Tier 3 evaluation, the evaluation does not present a direct comparison of results to Tier 1 
ROs, and instead uses the sub-slab and indoor air data. 
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related COCs were detected above either the non-residential or residential indoor air ROs. In 
addition, only one Site-related COC was detected above the residential soil gas RO and this was 
only during one of four sampling events. 

Based on the previous vapor intrusion assessment, the indoor air inhalation exposure pathway 
is incomplete for the off-site properties downgradient of the GE plant, including the portion of the 
Golf Course outside the 100-year floodplain and north of Rock Creek. Indoor air sampling 
indicates that Site related VOCs were not found in indoor air at these properties above the 
residential indoor air ROs. Therefore no land use restriction or covenant is warranted for the 
small remainder of the Golf Course property outside of the 100-year flood plain area and north of 
Rock Creek. 

Any remedy selected for this Site will include long-term monitoring and reporting. GE will 
propose, as part of the remedial action plan, to include a periodic review of land use at the Site 
and in the vicinity of the Site, as part of the long-term monitoring plan for this Site. Such a plan 
could include periodic (e.g., annual) reporting to !EPA on the status of land use in the impacted 
areas, including on-site and downgradient of the Site. 

!EPA Comment #4: Pg. 2-2. The GE response to Comment 2 identifying Table I as the 
correct screening tool is acceptable, however, Footnote b, Table I indicates "Remediation 
objectives relying on this table require use of institutional controls in accordance with 
Subpart J." 

Response to IEPA Comment #4: MWH does not agree with this comment as it implies that 
institutional controls are necessary for the properties evaluated as part of the off-site vapor 
intrusion investigation. The Tier 3 Vapor Intrusion Evaluation (ARCADIS, 2014) did not use 
Table I as a screening tool, but rather it relied on sub-slab and indoor air data. The report 
presented shallow groundwater compared to Table I (and later to both Tables H and I as 
Appendix A to the ROR); however, this data merely provided a qualitative indication of the low 
degree of impact to shallow groundwater in the area of the off-site properties. 

GE is committed to putting in place a Uniform Environmental Covenant Act (UECA) at 304 Oak 
Street to ensure the SSDS remains in operation. 

Based on the indoor air evaluation already completed and the fact that the inhalation exposure 
route is not complete the use of institutional controls for any other off-site properties is 
unwarranted. 
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IEPA Comment #5: Pg. 3-11, Section 3.5.4 Groundwater Ingestion Exposure Route. The 
GE statement "there is an !EPA-approved Groundwater Ordinance restricting the use of 
groundwater within the City of Morrison" cannot be verified. The Illinois EPA database 
indicates a proposed groundwater use ordinance was rejected in 2010. Apparently no 
other attempt has been made to have an ordinance approved. Please provide a certified 
copy of the proposed groundwater ordinance so that it can be reviewed by the Illinois 
EPA. 

Response to IEPA Comment #5: A certified copy of the groundwater ordinance will be 
provided to IEPA under separate cover. 

IEPA Comment #6: Pg. 3-11, Section 3.5.5 Indoor Air Inhalation Route. The GE Tier 3 
Evaluation for down gradient properties was only conditionally approved (see above 
comment for GE response to comment 1) b). 

Response to IEPA Comment #6: The first two sentences of 3.5.5 will be replaced with the 
following sentences: ''The indoor air inhalation exposure route for down gradient properties was 
excluded based on the results of Tier 3 Vapor Intrusion Evaluation, conditioned upon putting in 
place a VEGA at 304 Oak Street to ensure the SSDS remains in operation. However, the Tier 3 
Evaluation did not address the indoor air inhalation exposure route for the Main Building." 

IEPA Comment #7: Pg. 3-13, 3.5.6 Surface Water Exposure Route. The three surface 
water volatile organic constituent (VOC) samples collected from Rock Creek during a 
1987 Phase I Remedial Investigation are too old (29 years) to be of value. GE will need to 
assess the current surface water conditions in Rock Creek. 

Response to IEPA Comment #7: MWH proposes to collect three surface water samples from 
Rock Creek at the locations shown on the attached Figure 2. Rock Creek reaches a maximum 
of 20 feet in width, and the depth varies based on weather conditions. A single grab sample will 
be collected at approximately mid-depth in the center of the channel at each sampling location 
to represent the entire cross section. 

Field personnel will collect the samples from Rock Creek by using an open-mouth bottle 
sampler attached to a telescoping rod or equivalent. In order to avoid disturbance of bottom 
sediments, field personnel will not enter the waters of Rock Creek to collect the sample. 

The sample containers will be filled directly from the bottle sampler into the sample containers 
(40 milliliter glass vials, pre-preserved with hydrochloric acid) provided by the laboratory. The 
samples will be delivered to Test America Laboratories (or equivalent) for analysis of VOCs 
using USEPA Method 82608. Field collection procedures including sampling, sample handling, 
and quality assurance/ quality control will follow the FSI Work Plan (MWH, 2011) which was 
approved by the IEPA for use at this Site on November 15, 2011. 

The results of the surface water samples will be provided to the I EPA within the Revised ROR. 
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IEPA Comment #8: Pg. 4-1 through 4-3, Section 4.0 Tier 3 Indoor Air Inhalation 
Evaluation. Illinois EPA is unable to review the Tier 3 proposal for the Main Building 
included in the ROR. A Review and Evaluation Licensed Professional Engineer {RELPE) 
would be necessary to review the proposal for the Illinois EPA. 

Response to IEPA Comment #8: GE agrees to the use of a RELPE to review the Tier 3 
Indoor Air Inhalation Evaluation. 

IEPA Comment #9: Also, the small basement with a sump in the main building must be 
evaluated, and the data included in any Tier 3 evaluation. No samples were taken under 
the basement. 

Response to IEPA Comment #9: To evaluate the sump in the main building, MWH proposes 
the collection of one aqueous sample for VOC analysis. The sample will be collected with a 
bailer and analyzed for VOCs by USEPA Method 82608. Field collection procedures including 
sampling, sample handling, and quality assurance/ quality control will follow the I EPA-approved 
FSI Work Plan. 

To evaluate the basement in the main building, MWH proposes using existing soil matrix data 
collected adjacent to the basement during the FSI. Soil borings SB-11 (north), SB-33 (west) 
and SB-23 (south) were drilled on three sides of the basement. Soil boring SB-23 was drilled 
immediately adjacent to the basement along West Morris Street. In addition, soil gas and grab 
groundwater samples were collected in West Wall Street and on the east side of the basement. 
The Tier 3 Evaluation will be revised to include an evaluation of the basement using the sump 
data and available soil matrix data and include the results in a Revised ROR. 

IEPA Comment #10: Additionally, justification must be presented for all the inputs 
included in the Tier 3 evaluation. The notes on Table 1 cite a USEPA default in Note c and 
an Illinois EPA default in Note d. 

Response to IEPA Comment #10: Please note that default assumptions based on IEPA 
Administrative Code Subtitle G Part 742 will be footnoted to identify this source. Two 
assumptions, 'depth below grade to bottom of enclosed space floor' and 'floor - wall seam 
perimeter', are based on USEPA default values provided in the 2003 SL-Screen Model, as 
described in Footnote "c" on Table 1. The revised tables will be included within the revised Tier 
3 Evaluation 
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IEPA Comment #11: In table 3, Note a, cites SG - Screen Version 2.3. Should that be SL­
Screen, or is it a different model? Note c, justification for caretaker time must include job 
duties, time to perform those duties, etc. 

Response to IEPA Comment #11: Yes, Footnote "a", should reference the SL-Screen Model; 
Table 3 has been revised accordingly. Please note that Footnote "b" in Table 1 - Human Health 
Exposure Assumptions will be updated to describe the caretaker's responsibilities and exposure 
duration. Consequently, Footnote "c" in Table 3 has been removed and will be included within 
the revised Tier 3 Evaluation. 

If you have any questions or comments on these responses to IEPA comments please feel free 
to contact me at 312-831-3064. 

Sincerely, 

MWH AMERICAS, INC. 

David Powers, PG 
Project Manager 

cc: MWH File 

Attachments 

Figure 1 - Site Features Map 
Figure 2 - Proposed Rock Creek Surface Water Sampling Locations 

P:\1011400-101149911011490 - GE Morrison\4.0 Execution (Project Deliverables)\4.8 Remedial Objectives Report\Response to Comments\GE Morrison_ROR_RTC_03 11 
2016 _final.doc 
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